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PART  1: Review Comments 

 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 

the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 

should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

Title 

The title suggests that the entire study covers the entire 

western States. The study seemed to centre only on a 

specific geographic region in the US; this should be so 

reflected in the title so as not to cause any wrong 

generalizations and assumptions. 

 

Abstract 

The abstract is devoid of certain measured parameters as 

well as significant results obtained in the study. Majorly, 

the abstract was not prepared using the SDI format 

including a statement of the aims of the study, study 

design, place and duration of study, methodology, results, 

and the conclusion. 

 

Keywords 

You have just 2; add at least 3 more. 

 

Introduction 

The introduction lacks a scientific justification for 

carrying out the study. Also include the economic 

benefits and significance of the study, not only to the 

geographic region where the study was carried out, but 

to the West; and perhaps the applicability of the study to 

present environmental challenges in the globe. 

 

Mat and Meth 

If it is possible, include longitudinal and latitudinal 

and/or GPS locations of the study areas. 
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The environmental conditions of the study areas given 

(line 79 – 152) may have been copied from referenced 

materials. Please it is important that you state the 

reference sources of the various weather and geographic 

data provided. If they were determined by the 

researchers, then the methods for determination should 

be so stated, while the geographical descriptions moved 

to the results section. 

Also information about planting of the forages as well as 

fertilization provided on lines 79 – 152 are sketchy and 

very difficult to understand. Rewrite the statements 

separately. Were the forages planted by the researchers 

or not? State categorically please. The entire section is 

not scientifically presented; please you may not assume 

that the reader understands the concept. 

Provide the reference source of Fig. 1 as well as 

title/legend. 

Provide reference source(s) for Table 1. 

Line 162: “Values for FIPAR.....” Write FIPAR in full. 

Please correct the other abbreviations. You may include 

the full meaning first before following up with their 

respective abbreviations. 

What were the duration and/or interval of study? Please 

include it. 

 

Results 

The Appendix A as reported on line 209 should either be 

deleted or renamed as Table 2 if the information therein 

are relevant to the study. 

Line 220: ...” Radiation use efficiency (RUE) values ranged 

from….” How were these carried out? Determination of 

RUE missing in M&M. 

Line 225: .”… the two leguminous forbs were 0.6 and 

nearly 3.0….: No units. 

Line 237: Avoid personalizing the statements. Do not use 
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words like “we:, :you”, “I”, etc. 

For example, change “We grouped the grasses into: to : 

grasses were grouped into…”. 

Table 3: the words on the first column should begin with 

initial caps. Also is Table 4. 

How does Table 6 relate to the study in question? You 

have not categorically created the link. 

Line 289-294: these are statements best suited for the 

discussion section. Please relocate. 

Line 292-303. How did you determine N and P 

concentrations/ not in M&M, yet reported? 

 

Discussion 

Results were not compared to those of previous findings 

or discussed using whatever platform or line of 

argument. This is not acceptable! Please discuss the 

relevance of the study, as well as its implications in 

science and management, using other people’s works.  

 

Conclusion 

Conclusion should be concise. Most of what the authors 

included in the conclusion could have been used in the 

discussion section. 

References 

Reference No.14 on line 422 is not the acceptable way for 

referencing. Kindly delete/replace and then renumber 

the references.  

More than 60% of the references used to buttress this 

study were either the author’s or from a co-researcher. 

That is not acceptable. It only amounts to research 

quality or lessening the room for proper cross-

fertilization and cross-pollination of ideas, pro and 

counter. The work should include more references from 

other researchers. This work is not a new innovation.   
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Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

The work is good, but lacks lots of details for the study to 

properly and scientifically criticize.  Poor use of 

references makes the project view very myopic. 

 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

 

none 
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